In their comment, Murphy et al. criticize the fitting procedure we used in two previous papers [Srianand et al. 2004 (Paper I) and Chand et al. 2004 (Paper II)] and conclude that Paper I offers no stringent test to previous evidence for varying fine structure constant. We think this is a hasty conclusion as (a) our procedure is robust as shown in Paper II; (b) the data used by Murphy et al., in particular the error array, are different from ours and there are differences in the fitting procedure; (c) despite these differences, 70% of their individual measurements are consistent with that quoted in Paper II. the results from the first and last iterations are found to be very similar. We find significant differences in only two cases (see below) compared to our earlier results.
Point 2:
In the course of the analysis presented in Paper II, we realized that the treatment of errors is not trivial. Therefore we defined two errors for each pixel: one is the error calculated by the ESO-pipeline and one is calculated from the scatter of the different exposures (usually more than eight exposures). In principle the two errors should be of the same order but usually they are not because of the non-trivial observational procedure. This can be estimated by comparing the above errors with the scatter in the continuum. Murphy et al. used the data made available on the web with standard errors. This is illustrated in are more crucial in the lines (where we cannot perform this experiment). In addition, our procedure takes into account the differences in spectral resolution in different settings (because of different observational settings and seeing conditions), while this is not the case with VPFIT.
Point 3: Despite these differences, it is clear from Fig. 3 (left panel) and Table 1 In any case, our result disagrees with earlier claims for a variation of α by more than 3σ. We are now awaiting the full independent analysis of UVES data by Murphy et al. and their results.
